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asTACT > - . ‘
/ In an experiaental stuldy, ﬁnbjects (practicing and

“pxese:vice teachers) had to take the role of eithér a pupil or a’

teacher- in_vieving a new student. They inspected for thirty seconds a
list of sixteen adjectives used to describe, students, half belonging

| Yto a teacher!s implicit personality theory: of pupils, -and half

helonging to a (hypothetical) student implicit: personalgty theory of. ‘ '
“pupils< (The*inplicitiﬁersonality theory identifies the causal . .
factors a person attributes to another's hehavio:.) It was.seen that

vhen subjects received instruction to assume the teacher role toward
la nev student. Adjectives belonging to the stydent personality theory
‘were mdre often recalled under instructions for subjects:to assume a
*student role toward a new student. Results.are interpreted according

to theoretical bases developed in ‘the paper. It is concluded that .

' - teachers and schoolmates .do selectively attend to a student's : -

v
v

- from the original document. *

attributes that are relevant to their role. However, they are also

- able to make statements about other attributes, to the degree to which.

the specimen studént is of ilport;nca to the-. (#JB) " .
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Jhis empirical investigation is devoted to the.question : -

‘1mp11c1t personality theory "For the teacher the re]evance

¢
\a/h1gh level of school performance is an 1mportant qoai This

part of their 1mp11c1t persona]1ty‘theory. ' o .

- the d1rect1ona11ty of percept1on and the organ1zat1on .of the
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- whether teachers and'students differ in'perceiv?ng attributes

-~

of 'students. While in the position’ of a teacher one is pursu-

ing d1£ferent gogjls wzth students than while 'in the pos1t1on P

‘of a schoo]mate For.them other attr1butes and conduct§uare - L

S
re]evant The samO"Onducts are perhaps 1nterpreted d1fferent-

1y Apnroaching a nov1ce the- teécher is act1vat1ng another -

perceptua] set than a schoo]mate w1th it he resorts to his .-

LR *
of the d1mens1ons of his. 1mp]1c1t persona]1ty theofy" resu]ts
from the fact.that in his op1n1dn it is containing-the causes T

%

wh1ch determine the performance at school. For hlm ach1ev1ng;

experiment is to analyse the questgon whether teachers and
'r” . ~“~
schodlmates attend select1ve1y ;o those. attrrbutes which are
9 o
/

Alvivid 111ustrat1on of d1fferent perSpect1ves in percept1on

\
dates back on Lewin. The*'war 1an5scape is demonstnating e

-

recognTzed obJects under a determ1n1ng 1nf]uence It 1s re- - -

H

ferr1ng to the drfferent ‘apprehension’ of 1dent1ca1 facts re-

su]t%ng from d1ffereg}@perspect1ves: '"If you approach ‘the front-

. 2 -~ . e




. « Tline coming from the base you are experienc
' format1on of the scene\? L (1917, P 441). Wh11e the ordinary
1andscape is experienced as wide and spher1ca1 without 'be-
o N fore and 'behind' the area at the front- line seems to end
. ’there where the combat-]ine is supbosed to be‘%As the front-rank )

-

1n the trenches the obJects, '‘meadows, woods, and bu11d1ngs

turn to war requ1s1tes The field turns to the‘zone of fire,

the bu11d1ng&%to §he1ter1ng obJects Percept1on is centergd.

in a spec1f1c way The s1tuat1on of a tourist 1s d1ffere t from
@ ¢ &

¥
that of a so1d1er\who is perceiving natlire under the aspect of

- ,

1ts funct1on in combat. B A . N

[ 4 .
The not1on of ‘perspectives offers a- strinking, des1gnat1on‘

°

for the fact that 1nterpersonav perception is,related to 1oca-'-

. ‘tion, . out1ook or y1sua1 po1nt (Graumann, 1960) The manner in’

whddh persons “form 1mpress1ons of fhe1r fe]]owmen is dependent

on the set they hold aga1nst other ‘persons (Crockett Mahood & |
-Zajanc (1960)

N

'cognitiye tun1ng 1 1mp1y1ng the focuss1ng on a* cer—

:

Press, 19753 Press, Crockett & Delia, 1975)

.

ta1ks of

-

“ .

ta1n type of 1nformat1on process1ng i 1nterpersona1 matt\rs
&£

They co determ1ne the dé?%r1pt1on we de11Ner after absorb1ng

4
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Sy

'y

{ng a strange'trans- b

’ 'Y ‘
. 5

< The attr1butes<;t§¥nded to were always reproducég‘correct1y

°‘correct1y. Pa1v1o & Steeves (1963) demonstrated in an 1nvestiga4 ")

¥ ,
1nﬁormat1ons about other persons (0 Nea1 & M111ﬂk—1969) i
In 1904 Kiilpe yas ab]e)to determine the, 1nf1uen!% of-a set on
percept1on His expenmenta] suogects trad_to d1rect thelr at-
tent1mn to certain attr1butes of, object

ik e.g. thpgir coleur. -

. The non attended attributes fiequent]y were reproduced in-

7 3
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N ‘ ;'
tion that"attitudinal differences, among individuals have an

~

1mpact on perception. They recorded s1mu1raneou§1y two texts /

-

and presented them to - the1r experlmental subyécts The con-

)

J_,\tent 6f these two messages was reTated to two d1st1nct ap-

pra1saTs The expe51menta1 subJects were tested W1th the-

v

ATTport Vernon L1ndzey scale '$tudy of VaTues with regard
to the1r scores 1n _Spranger's vaTues After TJsten1ng to the %

. tape the' Ss reproduced more items .related to their dom1nant

att1tudes than 1tems reTated to attr1butes they didn't share

- .

‘Thibaut & Jones (1958) suggest a taxonOmy to determ1ne the
' t : 1nfTuence of role character1st1cs on 1nterpersonaT percept1on. )

By means\of it those aspects under which.a person oerhaps is

L8

3 perce1ved or evaluated are derived ﬁrom/&be goals an aﬁd1v1dua1

1 .

is pursu1ng during an 1nteract1on. In accordance with that we'

can assume that the categor1es of Judgment under wh1ch teachers

—

respect1VeTy schoonates perce1ve a student depe&d bn the goals'
g g

.the teachers (respectively schoolmates) are pursu1ng durlng an
N A R B
interaction, . St RPN
& ' v ’°°o°
Now we will turn: to the under1y1ng hypothes1s ‘of this ‘paper

L o

wh1ch says that t\e constructs 1mp11c1t personallty”theory

.
and 'causal attribut1on' determine the 1nterpersonaP perspect1Ve.
9

They med1ate between the goaTsvof an 1nteractﬁon and percep—

.
' e e P )

t1on : B ) _ : IR

<
. . ® N [
P 4 . .- ¢ .8

’ :. In a study (Hofer 1969, 197oL the 1mp11avt persona11ty theory

of teachers about students was ascerta1ned,s4o teachers Weres

5 3

subm1tted 25 seTected mttr1butes They were”’. asked to. 1nd1cate

on a‘nine- pqgnt scaTe the s1mLTar1t1es of two attr1butgs in -

L]
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students. A multidimensiona]-ica]%ng analysis yielded Q¢fivek-
dimensional structure. It is depicted in table 1. The factors :
were designated as follows:

J r

working conduct charapterized by the following attributes:
negligght, unconcentrated, alert, sense of duty

i ) ' . ‘ ¢ \
- sensibility: . shy, sensitive, self-confident - o

-

/ .
- .talent: . untalented, intelligent . .

_ - dominance: egotism, ambitious- : !
. _ - , o - s -
.« restraint: reserved, poJite '

LY

“These five ‘factors of 1mp1Qc1t persona11ty theory m1ght be
-~ labeled as the set’ of categories of Judgment wh1ch teachers

) 1mpose on_;tudents. If teachers are to eva1uate real-students

the factor analysié of these eya1uations results in nearly

1dent1ca1 d1mens1ons as the mult1d1mens1ona1 -scaling ana1y51s
. . v 4

of the simi]ar1ty est1mat1ons (Hofer, 197o)1 The hypothes1s

’

leading to the present study said that.a teacher is activat-
ing an 1mp11c1t persona11ty theory about students providing

the categories for eva]uat1ons and d1rects h1s attention to the

-

respective attributes. Other attr1butes are payed less’ ‘atten-:
tion while being iy the teacher's role. )
. t -

The set activated by the‘imp]fcit-persona1ity theory within a

-

soc1a1 context is of re1evance for the present goals an 'in-
?

drv1dua1 is pursuing. Where from does this relevance arise? g

In an 1nves;1gat1on (Hofer, 1975) 891 ‘students were evaluated . N

-~ by their teachers on 25 contrasting attributes (the attr1butes—

were taken from those’1n table 1) S¥m11ar1y as above a factor
analysis of the judgments yielded the five factors of ability

effort, discipline, social activity, and fortitude. écores on

. -
5 "‘r
.
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Table 1. Attribute structure

~

~

of the average teaflher

(Varimax) ) . o
(loadings‘over 0.25 are underlined, Column 6
contains. the computed communalities, column 7
T the Eigen-values) '
éftribdteS\l 2 3. V4 ‘5 g 7/
T L alert . .04 -7 -.27% .05.-.14 .13 1.44
24 ttentive ;o " -.33 -.06 -.08 -.02 -.00 %12 113
3 harmonious 15 -.05 o6 =34 -0 .21 .72
4 ambitious =26 -.02 Y07 .34 .05 .19 .61
5 imaginative ~ - .08 -.13 -.33°-.03 .06 .14 .43
6'.’sg:u'd‘ious '2:25. 02 .04 .ol .08 .07 '_,33“
-7 obedient -.18 2.08 .15 ~.08 ‘-’.‘11\""\.08 ?27
8 dominant - =04 -.34 -.14° .08 ..03 .14 .H
9 récognitioq seei(ing © .07 =13 o4 _ﬁ -.03 .22 .24 ..
" 1o sociabTe. © 1o 229 g -.of =25 .16 .22
11 polite -.06 .08 -.06 =~.07 =.31..12 .19
12 intelligent =0l -.00 -.39 -.05 .of .15 .18 .
Bcomplex -~ YT 13 i3 -.o< 15 .15 .17, .17
lﬁ‘dytiijul =.33" .07 01, \o2 -.07 .12- .16
15 shy ‘. -.o8-_~;i§_ .08 -.18 .00 .25 .14
16 self-confident " .05 .36 -.08 -.01 .05 .14 * .12
17 sensitive -0l .37 -.02 .05 -.02 .14 .11
18 1ikeable -.05 "-.01 "~.10 226 =25 14 o,
untalented ] 12 ~.03 .52 .ol .09‘ 29 .08
20 uninterested * . 232 ~.03 35 -.06 .27 .30 .o7-
2" 21-unconcentrated 245 .19 o7 .05 -.05 .25 .06
" 22 restless . 236-.00 .03 .21 .lo .21 .03
23 reserved | ¢ . .03 =28 .lo ~.20 .39 .28 .00
24 reljabe) . . =29 -03 _.087-.10 ol 1o .o,
25 untidy 85 L0800l Z.06 .09 22 o4
.47 s .
N )
o 6 9

.
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- every graded correlated with'the' va]uating teacher's mark

_‘tota11ed<&o.55 for talent, 0.52° or effort, 0.22° for dis-
oo . .

"~ result: 50% of_the causes e11 in the category of ta1ent 27 6%

. ! ’ ’ P e .
Simi]ar considerations are to be employed in the discussion o(w

_of student S 1mp11c1t persona11ty theory about sZﬁoo]mates

The authqr asked students to, indicate on a scale the degree

b - C C -' '
theé five dimensions w%re obtainéd from every student (for

7 i
in the 1ast'repért—card.~The mea corre]at1on§ of every grade

cipline, 0.14 for social activity, and o.o3 for fortitude.

Drawing‘upon\the results from qther studies (Meyer & Butzkamm,
’ ]

.1975).this‘resu1t'mfght be int rpreted»in tefms of causa1.attri-

-

bution Peachers attribute th performance of students ma1n1y

. to ta1ent and/or effort of t ese students and to a cFrta1n de-

gree to their d1sc1p11ne ‘Meyer &,Butzkamm (1925) asked lo

,teachers to write down for ach‘student £hose causes to which

they attr1buted the ar1thme M e mark in the last report -card.

\

’ ; The categor1zat1on ‘of the gpen- answers y1e1ded the fo]]ow1ng

. _ N
:of effort, 8.7% of other ersona11ty factors, and 8.5% of fat-

fors from the -environment/outside of schoolz It is qu1te the-'

ca L] I .
ly that the relevance of_the factors of impﬂicit oersona11ty
theory for the teacher 1ies in his opinion that these attr1butes

advance or'hamper accdmp 1shment of his goa] (wh1ch ig: achieve-

. . .
ment of ‘a h1gh—1eve1 schoo] penformance). . . )
s _ =y ,

«

S

the students interaction. From a study by Drescher (referehce .

[}

note) we can extract preliminary.. c1ues about the structure o

————— s

in wh1ch proposed ‘Feasons contr1buted to the1r reJect1on of-a

schoolmate. A factor analysis of the caJses y1e1ded three fac-'
) . .. - . ’ ) \
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tors: (lack of) companipn&hip,.aggressiveness, and (lack of)"

performance/talent. The problem in-quéstion in the present

’_ exper1menta1 investigation was approached by means of the

4
role= s1mu1at1on method. It reads: Do Ss pay fort1f1ed attent1on

H
-

sty the attr1butes which are part of the teacher s implicit:
®

personalty theory of studehts if they n1ace themselves in the
pds1t1on of a teacher? And nlac1ng themse1Ves in the role.of

a studént Do they-.attend se1ect1ve1y to attributes from the .

\

-+ domain of the student's perspect1ve7 T 7.

METHODS *

Subjects. As Ss served 144 university students at Teachers

< JCd1Teges in_Heide1berg and Karlsruhe as*well as 64 elementary-

schoo] teachers dgrfhg a post-gradnate education speciafizjng
'as'a teacher for the handicapped at Teachers College in Heidé]- -
berg. Teachers and students of this profession both have an in- '
t1m€te rédat1on to the role of a teacher. as‘we11 as to that of

a student. They are possib]y able to nlace thEmse]Ves in both

&
t

roles.-

-

The investigationﬁtook p1a€e during lecture .and was announced.
before. With,a partial samp]e of 64 students of the teacher
profess1on 1nd1v1dua1 exam1nat1ons were carr1ed out About
halfeof the Ss were g1ven at f1rst the 1nstruct1on for the
teacher s ro1e, afterwards that for the student s role. With

the others the'brder was reversed - -
Qata assessment was .carried out under the supervision of the
muthor by Gudrun Exner at the Departmént of Psycho]ogy, Uni-

vers1ty of Heidelberg -
/

8




" themselves- as good as possib]e in the two‘distinct roles. The

.méchan1sms operat1ng while trying to, place onese1f in the ro]e‘ .

. . ~ . '
_from his previous formmaster -as there are,

li\\ ' ~ ’ t v
Procedure. The Ss were instructed that the invéstigation would .

be-concerned with role taking dnd that thei;.task_was to'place

)
1nstruct1on reads: ‘Th1s 1nﬂest1gat1on is concerneh with the
LS

of another person ... Please place yourse]f at first in the

role of a teacher A new student Karl, is enter1ng your c%gss.

\Here we have a list of attributes you m1ght Uuse - to character1ze

L)

students. Read them first and keep them in mind because you

are later to characterize Karl with these attributes. For this

3

personai datag

purpose we deliver amp]e information abo t- Karl orioinating
:\>

famf]y‘backgroqnd, a']dst of his attributes, eva]uation of his

perfornance etc. in order that ‘you as a teacher -are-able to

form a vivid impression of Karl. You are to.use the attributes

" of that list for your characterization of Karl, This is the

list. Please consider that we‘arecconcerned with your -ability

“to place yourself in the role of a teacher‘
¢/

"After this 1nstruct1on the Ss were presented a_list W1th 16. N
attributes written~down in successwon 8 were der1ved from

the teacher' S\perspect1ve, 8 from the student' s perspective.

_The 1tems were displayed 30 seconds Theh the Ss were re-
quested to write down a11 the attr1butes presented on a sheet R
of pap er handed out before (*In order that none’of these, :
atti)butes m1ght be, forgotten p1ease write them a]],down .y

Two minutes were conceded to do that. After that the 1nstruct1on

for the second role was read out.  The instructions were 1dent1c- . B

~

.
v




), . j ¢ -

- . al, eieept that the promised infoZmations (yhich actually

L4 » ) »
were not given) were said to be fn
(. v o
<7 Karl for a long time.

m a‘schoolmate knew%ng.
The whole pﬂecedure has repeated .EEth N
group was presented the 16 attr1b¢tes of.the other group
Afterwards the ‘Ss were informed about the true purpose of

r.n' '
\

‘the study\

N : |
/ \3 ° ‘ ¥ ’ ' .
. ‘ Selection and reéentat1on of the Attr1butes “16 attributes

A

wh1ch were thgﬁﬁgg\to be of re1evance for the role of a \

- teacher and 16. fo\\Whexstudent s role were se1ected The 16
attributes of a teacher were drawn from the MDS strUcture/pﬁ

the'implic{t persqhality theory of teachers.(Hofer,*197o).

3

Between two to six attributes were,pickgdlfrom every factor

.

v

A

|8

of the five:’
for -effort:

t

.
.

for ta]ent:'

for discipline:

L}

studious, 1nterested, thoncentrated
1nattent1ve, t1dy, ‘undutiful
intelligent, talented, imaginative

impolite, obedient’

/

s

- 2

for. soc1a1 openm1hgednes $elf-confident, approachab]e, im-

e ‘modest’
' for fortitude:, sensitive, complex.
We -have no MDS .analysis of the iﬁp]icit personality theory
' ~of students about students at> hand. Jones & Thibaut (1958)
) : suggest to analyse the nature of social interaction in order

‘ . SR ‘ . e
to draw inferences aboutskhe nature- of interpersonal percep- |
tion. Interaction "among pupils is .characterized by the pursuance
'qersenal gqal attainmeit!. This goiﬁ

of the goal triggers

. the 'va]uelmaintenance set' in the perceptive sphere It en-
N h nces sens1t1veness towards persona11ty character1st1cs as

understand1ng, candour, 1ndulgence, helpfulness, and to]erance

', t-,l() o

T i o i e - - IR - e~




‘10 .
The study by Drescher (referenceJni;e) = supoort1nq our v1ew -
is suggesting to include thg two factors: compan1onsh1p
) and emotion . A third factor for "initative' was added. The
research about 1mp11c1t persona11ty theory demonstrates the

importance of an act1v1ty component in eva]uat1ng feT]owmen

o
t

' Fina]]y “the fol]owing attrfbutes"were se]ected;.

-
~

for emotion: affectionate, lacking humour, romantic,
y P sympathet1c, cheerful, ca]]ous, gentle

for ‘companionship: yielding, compan1onab1e, dishonest, in-
tolerant

9 )

s -
for initiative: aimless, courageous, t1resome, pretent1ous,
) . 1nattract1ve o . oo

- ) ' g
-

Out—of the total of these 32 attr1bufes two 11sts each conS1st-L %

«

ing of 16 attributes were const1tuted‘ ¥hite in the f1rqt ro]e
;he Ss were Dresentéd the f1rst, wh11e in the ‘seeond the other(
list: Each Mist contained 8 attr1butes of the teacher and 8 of
‘the studeht 32 d1fferent sequences of the attr1butes in the

list were arranged w1th each attribute,once at the be%Jnn1ng

and-ft‘the.end of the*11st.~ S

— a

RESUL’TS’ ST SRR Y

The dat$ for the students of the- teacher profession, for’

teachers as well as for the groups and the” S1ng1e trials mrght
(
be summar1zed because they d1dn t d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y

: At first the number of reproduced attr1butes or1g1nat1ng in
Lthe téacher S respect1ve1y the student's view was determ1ned
,. for each S. Tah]e 2 ‘contains the mean va]ues from both exper1-~

" ‘mental conditions.

-




»

Table 2. Mean number of the reproduced attributes of students
be]ong1nq to the respect1ve view in both cond1t1ons

>

-

= v

g ) h ' instruction o,
o ' _ . role of ‘role of e
- - teacher Student significance
a r{— téaCh(er's ‘ N ) . . ' | 3 ‘ 90 .‘.’ .‘ °3 d 14 ‘ \coao".
_butes  student's PETSPECTIVE 2:93 0" 312 . leat .

- 7 &

The/;1rst hypothes1s reads that more items are reoroduced in

.

:
rach exper1menta1 cgnd1t1on wh1ch are re1ated to the respect1ve

view. T6 test it the t-test for correlated samo]es was used. 4

We comoared the mean va]ueseof the d1ﬁferencesbetween the
attr1butes in the condition teacher s“Fole and, those in the,

cond1t1on student s, ro]e 'Thé va]ues of the Ss were near]y d1-
‘str1buted ndrna31yd The d1fferences‘hege s1gn1f1cant on.bhe

;1% level. : —_ i S | 7 \ .

v / ® >
. / 12
In the cond1t1o! f the teacher S rol'e S1gn1f1cant1y more
- ‘- <,
attr1butes from\the teacher S perspect1ve we:e reproduced

than 1n the cond1t1on of the student s«r . Thys-is a]so true

~"'for the condition of the student s role; - here sibnificantly

f'more attr1butes from the student s»perspect1ve were’ reproduced ]

]

than 1n the condition of the ‘teacher' s role vy . R
& . L F ’

#

-
- <

' A’compgrison 6? the experimentai condibions”with respect to’
: (N

the attr1butes wé}used 1s dep1cted in tables 3 and 4. The '

'm’

f?rst two co]umns dep1ct how often the respectﬂVe attr1butes
3}

o °

are reproduced in. both exper1med&a1 cond1t1ons ‘The computat1on

0T s1gn1f1cance was carr1ed out with: 2 X 8- tab1e ch1-squard
‘ test. For every attr1byte the frequency of be1ng reoroduced

'respect1ve1y not reproduced 1n both cond1t1ons was determ1ned
ﬂ

.. -

~ M ’

. ) :? . . .

i v - e
»

—’*‘""c
p=s

N 3




-These data are 1ndependent from each other because each attri-

"buge was dresented to the Ss in oné éxper1menta] cond1t1on on1y ”///.;

in the teacher s role’ than wh1]e p]adﬁng onese]f in the studenx s

"

.

*

-

-

3
-

¥ oo

A. 10K on tab]e 3 shows that‘!& attr1butes from the teacher s

perspective are reproduced more’ often wh11e n}ac1ng onese]f

role. ° ‘ g . N : —
) . 4 . + L x»‘:‘?ﬁ m; o F. - /' . N
w1th 9 attributes these d1fferences are at 1east s1gn1chant

at the 5% Tevel, (one -sided- testing). The laraest d1fférences

are’ to be found w1th the attributes interested, tady,aﬁnatten- N

A

tTve, stud1ous,-ta1ented,Aand po]1te' With one attrdbute

(sens1t1ve) a s1gn1f1cant differenge refut1ng the hypothes1sv

(being negatively corre]ated) is observed . . b

o

\
In Table 4 the resufits for ‘the attributes from the student s

b
perspect1ve are summar1zed There the d1fferences are only

“three‘t1mes 1n opposition to our expectation (that 1si‘arev- !
A} - )

negat1ve1y corre1ated).‘A]togethEr'the results are-neveiyhee

-

'

]e&% less conv1nc1ng than those from the te cher's perspective:

—_—

“only" 5 attr1butes are found to be corre]ated s1gh1f1cant1y
in the.expected trend. The-re]at1ons (ph1-corre1at1ons):be-

tween Fndependent variable (role) and dependent Variab]e'(re-

production) are altogether po%rer., . Lo

Summarizing the ‘attributes of one dimension you obtain the

v

results as depicted in figure 1. It is describing thenmean b

frequency of the reproduct1on of an attribute be]ong1ng to . .

r

one dimension in both e&pergmenta] conditions. The total numbers

of the ™®roductions are to be neglected. They are dependent

on uncontrolled féctors as there are the frequéncy of‘occurence

v

-

¢

:
1 3 ’ ’
v
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. ) able 3. Frequencies of tﬁ;;tesweproduced tx6m the

& -

.
. .
\K Mg
.

-3
teacher's perspective -
" in both experimental conditions, chi-square values l!x?-taﬁie test),

. Phizcorrelations between role and reproduction as well as the level of
- significance (N = 208) _ .

o
. ‘ o ! - level of
attributes role of role of 2 -Phi-corre- si . |
. gnificance |
. teacher student X lations (onesided) .
studious - 86 > G0 15.5 0.27 . $s |
interested 8o 42 > 28.63 _  0.37 s$ - ‘
. unconcentrated 33 .15 8.78 0.21 . ss |
. inattentive - 58 25 21.83 0.32 ss : N < |
tidy 48 - 6 - 28.77 0.37 ss . N -
e undutiful 32 20 ° 3.69 0.13 ~s \) |
intelligent « 8 - 79 . 2.46 0.11 . 0s p /
-talented 64 : 36 15.10 0. 26 ‘ss ,
imaginatiye 23 28 - 0.65 0.06 ns .
T impolite "52 26 .« 13.87 0.26 ss )
. obedient 77. = . 6l 5.51 0.16 s . . -
e e~ ——— —— — — - —— e = = - - — |
self-confident 25 .3 0.88 -0.07 /ns N |
. approachable ~ 3o - 3o o o . Ns .- L
, immodest .24 20 0.34 ° 0.04 - ns . - ) ‘
s;nsitjve ) 61 6 ". . 327 -0.13 s l
‘complex 31 3 ¢ a.l2 -0.02 .. ¢ ns

Table 4. Frequencies of the attributes reproduced fronf the student's perspective
; in both experimental conditions, chi-square values {ZxZ-tablertest), -
Phi-correlations between role and -reproduction as well as’the 1evez
of significance (N = 208) - .

N 4 yd - .
level of T, '
attributes role of role of 2 Phi-corre- - ’
y - significance . .
) teacher student x lat_ibns (onesided) DR
affectionate 6o - 65 ' 0.45 " 0.05 ns
Tacking humour 33 52 6:35 * 0.17 ss h .
romantic 39 - . 62 8.7 0.20 sS
sympathetic 16 ° 2 0.82 0.06 © e us/
cheerful 43 58 3.7 0.13 s R -
callous .21 25 v 0.45 0.05 ns 0
genties 47 ’ 63 4.94 * 0,18 7 s
. yielding .« 27 T2 0.6 -0.02 ns -
* conpanionable 65 91 A3 0.29 V5% -
. 4dishonest 41 . 43 0:07 7 0.02 ns - \ -
. intolerant 67 68 0.08 -0.02 ns -
aimless - -4g ST 7"35—..- ) _o - 0 ns ’
courageous 52 6o . l.ob o0.0? ns .
tiresome 27 i o 0 ns ., -
pretentious 32 24 1.56 -0.09 ne «:
' inattractive 38 Q? 1.43 0.08 s NS
—_— — _ - . :
- t
) ns = not significant - o
s = significant at the 5%-level i Lt
ss = significant’at the 1%-level i -
_ y Y
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in regular language usage, the word size, or the visual ck

.

cri'minabi]ity of a word.
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DISCUSSION.

The results- this study quite convincind]y endorse our ¢ .

\—.ﬁ N .
hypothes1s that the role re]at1onsh1p a persgn ys in in-. —

fluences the se1ect1on of attributes respect1vely conducts

of fellowmen he is directing his attention to.
\ .
This is especia]]y’evident for attributes from the teacher's
: §°
view. In this role the Ss attend above a]] to attr1butes of

+

a new student s1gna111ng h1s w1111nqness for coroperat1on

There the differences to the student S ro]e are largest &hd

most distinct. In the student s role these attributes are
it

:‘f

his .perception much sﬁronger than schoo]mates db toin§§r1butes

1md1cat1ng d1sc1p11ne Th1S1s1n accordance with the*results from

A Lok

“comparat1ve1y 1ess attended to. In: add1t1on the teacher d1rects.t

the study by G]ass (1967) where teachens%ﬁ1rst of all were con-:

cerned with disruptive behav1ours of students at school. W1th~
.
in the domain ef ta]ent the d1fferences are found to be in--

’

significant. It is true that 1# the teacher S ro]e the'attri-

. bute “ta]ented' is _reproduced more often than .in the student S

*

role. It is not poss1b&e, howeufn, to- substantiate the differ-

ence for the attribute 1nte1}1gent"wh11e 'imaginative! is
P

even m:re often (1ns1gn1f1cant1y) reproduced in the student s
h

L}

is resu]t is presumab]y not tg Ek\attr1buted to a low

interest of/the teacher in 1nte1119ence’but 1nstead to the fact
that students also judge their S2hoolmates with respect to in-
‘te111gence and performance aspects. This is demomstrated 1n a
study by HEhn (1967) which. dea]s with théasoor student. The

study by Drescher (refengnce note) a1so yields a factor which

/
L

-
) R ¢
N .
1 8 ) '
= (3
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1

cons1sts of pgrtbrmance asoects which ake conta1n1ng the .

v

reasons fon/theareaect1on of a schoolmate by stjdents (because

he has a speech defect, because he is perform1n

3 -

at school,. because he 1s stupid)., Both students.and. teachers

\1neffiCient1y

attend in the same ways to attr1butes or1g1nat1ng in the domains
of  'sociability' -‘: : and 'fortitude'. For this reason
nthese aspects are presumably 1rre1evant'for teachers because

_, they cannot- be emp1oyed in the explanation of performance at

school (Hofer 1975). On the other hand ‘it ma& quite well be

‘

thatastudents are interested to a certain extent in &Q;:e,di-

- mensions because their interactions with schoo1ha§és are_in-

-
4

f]uenced by them. Perhaps with these factors the views of the -
two ro1es are 9&er1app1ng each other In the~ro1e of a student
attr1butes from the d1mens1on emot1on are reproduced more
often than 1n the teacher s rolé, espécially the attr1butes

~ 'romantic', -'lacking humour', ‘and gent1e These attr1butes '

| ,are 1mportant for students, that ns, hamper respect1ve1y pro-

1 if they seek to maximize Dos1t1ve

N\
social re1at1ons to §choo1mates According to the results of

mote their interactional goa

Drescher (reference note)’ the V1ew of the student's role
shou1d emphas1ze espec1a11y those attr1butes 1nd1cat1ng co=-
operat1ve spirit. Following Jones & Thibaut. (1958 p 163) .

we also wou]d expect this if students seek in an 1nteract1on

#
consequences external to this 1nteract1on For them attributes

of the1r schoo]matespas comp11ance and«perm1ss1veness shou1d

matter. However, only compan1ons§gp _is showing a significant
aﬂ . . .

re]ationship. Perhaps_we have here a case of overlapping per-

G
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spectives For a]ready in a study by Kap]an (1952% behaviors’,;Z(

of ;tudents as unsoc1a1/conduct, and egotﬁsm were - among the

most frequentlm unpleasant reSpect1ve1y d1sturb1ngvevents

] h)

mentioned by teachers. They presumab]y hamper the atta1nment ¢’ .

-

L
of: their qoal of promot1ng the child's whoTe persona11ty w1th
regard to the negl1g1b1e d1fferences between the attr1butes-

y
. on the d1men51on Yinitiatiye' '1t_m1ght be possible that we '

R )
are concerned with a dimension of judgment possessing the same:

L) - - £

(low) significance for both roles. - . &

Besﬁdeé the interpnretation that overlapping perspectiv@s are
rEsponsfble for these sTight & fferences, there also exfsts '
the poss1b111ty of a transformat1on 1n mean1ng The Ss~ ass1gn
d1fferent mean1ngs to the same attributes while occupy1ng

the ‘different roles. Thus the ‘teacher is expecting from an .
"imaginative' student fo#,example actions which are productive

and related to the lessons On the other hand.a student might

1mag1ne a buddy inclined to m1sce11aneous Jokesband'adventures‘}v,

El

. The hypothes1s of the present experimental 1nvest1gat1on m1ght

be cons1dered as conf1rmed Ss atten?‘ selectwe]y t%{attmbutes

of their partners wh1ch they act1va¥e by the respective 1mp11c1t

“« -~

-a persona11ty theorys Perception“1s measured in terms of memory

* ) performances Emp1r1ca1 cr1ter1ons concerned w1th perceptual.

™

performances always .include to a lesser or larger degree

memory 1nf1uences The lonqe;>bhe 1hterva1 between the percep- .
tual proce%s and thenmasurement procedure the more memory

- &
effects come into’ play and "the more ea51er set effects can be

" identified (Haber 1966).- o

& ' D

18 'l"‘ V\N
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and his perception of the student's attributes is consolidated.

‘ o : ' -

| 9 . , 18

¢ : . : ) >
| . ' .o

Atrleast in"the case of the teacher's perspective our approach
stating that the imp1iCit personality theory of teachers exer-

cises a. mediating function between the goa s of the teacher

N [

To explain the selegtivity of perception during interaction at

-

school we can refer to a filter mode] Broadbent (1971)
' 2

postulated a selective mechanism of perceptual preparedness

i
-

(Pidgeon-holing) functioning with regard to cateqories of con-
tent. The person tries to discern in a variety of stimu1i all

those stimu1i related to a certain category According to Treis-
.man a mechanism of analysis subJects all incoming in ormation %
to a series of successive tests: 'The deCiSion at each test

point cou1d be thought of as a Signa1 detection prob]em oo @

AT

certain adjustable cut-off or criterion point,is adopted on L
the dimension being discriminﬁﬁed,aboveF\Wich signals are accept-

) ' ) . S . AN
ed and below which they are rejected as 'noise * (Neisser, ‘

- -
TN

p. 211). -
While in the situation of se1ective 1istening ‘the thresholds
for sqpe cognitive categories are.lowered You would supnose
that the role you are occupyipg is responSible ior a 1owering |
of the irritation threshold of those items which are ractivated
by ghe respective imp1iCit personality theory. In case several "
.stimuli- impinge upon an individual. at the same time the' role:
specific lowering of the threshold r entire categories of

stimuii is causing their‘se]ective P rceptionu In the present
experiment the ‘stimuli were admittedly not presented Simultan=
eously but succeSSively Despite this the capaCity of the Ss.

did not suffice to solve the taks ,ﬁaber (1966) attributes the

13




4
A o - ‘-/.‘\\' ) . LS .
: - \\mproVedupggpeptual perforimance with objects you are set on .,
LYY o to the\uigéjbﬁlity that they are encoded prior to others.

" Set on,berception is operating by influencing the sequence

/ AR »

. . "\ of enc0d1ng According to Neisser (1974) the selected stimuli

are processed through the process of analysis by SVnthes1s .

¢ R - _

v

and recalled by reconstruction. Howgyer,.the consequence is
nét an exlysive processing of selected stimuli. According to .
. "Kahneman. {1973) it is also possible to process simultaneously

sensory inputs (parallel or sequentual). 'It is easy to-ignore

L7 : . . \
. .

‘; T an irre]etant object but extremely difficult to ignore irrelevant

attr}butes of an object attended to'z(Khhnemah, 1973, p. 111)-
Teachers and schoo]mates do adm1tted1y attend selectively to

' :t?tudent S attr1butes which are of relevance for. them But they
are also able to make statements about other attr1bqtes to the:

B g . y . .
“’% degree in which the specimen student is of importance to them..
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